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Abstract 
The “State Certificate in Language Proficiency,” nationally and internationally known as the KPG (an acronym for the Greek title 
Kratiko Pistopiitiko Glossomathias) was first instituted in 2003. To create such language competence tests is a rather difficult and 
complex endeavor. Language certificates are based in Item Response Theory. As the name of the theory reveals it is a theory 
focusing on each item. More specifically, the difficulty index (p-value), which shows how difficult each item is, the rbis index, 
which demonstrates the relation of the answer in each item with the total test score, are examined. Moreover, the discrimination 
index, which discriminates between low and high achieving students, is established. However, the success or failure (in the test) 
of the students is not only a matter of difficulty or facility of the items, but it is also a matter of learning ability of the students to 
rise to the demands of the test. Furthermore, it may depend to a certain degree on the social and/or cultural background, of a 
particular minority. In the present study 141 students, Greek and Turkish speaking participated. The students took the English A 
level KPG test. The regression analysis was used to highlight the model, which describes students’ performance regarding the 
item difficulty, the students’ learning ability and their cultural background, as it derives from their minority group. 
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1. Introduction   
In the present research paper the data were gathered after students of the last class of Primary and the first two 
classes of Secondary school  carried out the A level KPG test of May 2012. The National Foreign Language Exam 
System (Kratiko Pistopiitiko Glossomathias-KPG) is a System of Examinations, designed by  experts in the two 
leading Greek universities in collaboration with the Greek State authorities, aiming  at  the Certification of  several 
levels of language competence not only of English but also of French, German, Italian, Spanish and Turkish. More 
specifically concerning the A level test we find out in the official KPG webpage http://rcel.enl.uoa.gr in the 
KPG_description.doc  that A1 & A2 level exams are presently designed (as integrated tests) for school children aged 
10-15 years of age. Although the examination in higher levels has a goal of granting certification to candidates, 
useful to them in the job market, in this level the aim is  mainly to assess knowledge and skills developed by 
candidates in the course of their language training within or outside the state educational system. KPG exams are 
designed to certify A1&A2, B1, B2, C1,C2 levels of competence on the scale set by the Council of Europe (CEFR 
2001:23) 
Level A: Basic User  A1 Beginner  A2 Elementary 
Level B: Independent User B1 Intermediate  B2 Upper Intermediate 
Level C: Proficient User C1 Advanced  C2 Full mastery 
 All level exams consist of 4 modules: 
Module 1: Reading comprehension and language Awareness 
Module 2: Writing  
Module 3: Listening comprehension 
Module 4: Speaking 
 
In this survey only part of the Reading Comprehension section will be studied. It includes three activities. In the 
first RC1 the student is asked to match 5 sentences (RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.3, C1.4, and RC1.5) saying what 5 people 
did last night with pictures showing these people. In picture A a woman is walking in the countryside. In picture B a 
girl is cleaning her room. In picture C some girls are dancing. In picture D we see only two hands planting a flower. 
In Picture E a woman is cooking. There is an example to help the students and five sentences describing the pictures 
in similar words. In the second activity RC2 in all five items (RC2.1, RC2.2, RC2.3, RC2.4, and RC2.5) the student 
is asked to match five words of clothing items with five cartoon pictures showing  one or two people talking. From 
their utterances test takers need to assume which piece of clothing each cartoon character refers to. The third task 
consists of two parts . To carry out both tasks the student needs to first read a text about what he/she should think 
about before buying a bike. In the first part the candidate bust choose the right answer out of three options 
concerning the test. In the second part the candidate must match each out of three sentences to the part of the text it 
refers to. The text consists of four parts (A,B,C,D). And the sentence summarizing each section is in Greek to 
involve mediation in the skills examined As we learn from the webpage mentioned earlier http://rcel.enl.uoa.gr in 
the KPG Handbook_Chap3_A1+A2level.pdf   the Α level exam does not include mediation activities at the level of 
production which ask the candidate to relay information from a source text in Greek to a text in the target language. 
Rather, it contains mediation activities at the level of comprehension. Moreover, Greek is used in task rubrics in 
order to help candidates understand what they are expected to do. At this point it would be useful to clarify the 
notion of mediation which according to Dendrinos (2013) is the act of extracting meaning from visual or verbal texts 
in one language, code, dialect or idiom and relaying it in another, so as to facilitate communication. 
 
2. Methodology 
 
2.1 Statistical methodology 
 
2.2 Sample  
 
The research sample is composed of 141 Primary and Secondary School pupils of this language level who were 
asked to fill in the A level test during the academic year 2012–13. 101 out of 141 were Greek-speaking children and 
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40 were Turkish-speaking children of the Muslim minority of Greece. The candidates were 12 and 13-year-old 
pupils of 6th grade of Primary and 1st grade of Secondary school. The Turkish-speaking children came from the 
region of Xanthi, Thrace in North – Eastern Greece.  
 
3. Results  
In the Item Analysis the following parameters are being observed: a) the facility or difficulty index of the test 
items, b) the (rbis) index, which demonstrates the relation of the answer in each item with the total test score, c) the  
discrimination index, which shows how well items discriminate between the high and low achieving students 
(Flateby :19). 
In the following table (Table1) the indices of difficulty and discrimination are presented for the 5 items of 
Activity 1, which belongs to the Reading Comprehension section. In fact, the indices of difficulty and discrimination 
for items RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.3, RC1.4, RC1.5 are displayed. These are the items concerning what Tina, Helga, 
Sally, Liz and Sofia  did yesterday and require choosing the right picture. The indices of difficulty and 
discrimination for items RC2.1, RC2.2, RC2.3, RC2.4 and RC2.5, which refer to Activity 2, are also presented  in 
which the right clothing item must be matched to the right utterance . Finally , the indices of difficulty and 
discrimination for items RC3.1, RC3.2, RC3.3, RC3.4, RC3.5 and, RC3.6 are shown. They compose Activity 3. The 
first three items are multiple choice questions referring the text titled ‘BEFORE YOU BUY YOUR NEW BIKE’ 
and the last three items ask from the students to match each section of the test to  its equivalent summarizing 
sentence. 
 
Table 1 : Classical item analysis 
Turkish-speaking 
 
Greek-speaking 
ITEM index 
p-value 
% 
p-value  
index % 
typification   
 
Index 
rbis 
Discri
minatio
n index 
D 
ITEM Index 
p-value % 
p-value  index 
% typification 
 
Index 
rbis 
Discrimin
ation 
Index 
D 
RC1.1 85 low .364* 0.40 RC1.1 97 low .135 0.107 
RC1.2 72.5 medium .413** 0.40 RC1.2 91.1 low .191 0.214 
RC1.3 95 low .219 0.20 RC1.3 96 low .166 0.071 
RC1.4 65 medium .515** 0.50 RC1.4 89.1 low .293* 0.250 
RC1.5 97.5 low .153 0.10 RC1.5 98 low .145 0.071 
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RC2.1 67.5 medium .515** 0.80 RC2.1 83.2 low .374** 0.464 
RC2.2 85 low .303 0.40 RC2.2 87.1 low .340** 0.429 
RC2.3 80 low .198 0.50 RC2.3 89.1 low .309** 0.285 
RC2.4 72.5 medium .280 0.80 RC2.4 87.1 low .397** 0.393 
RC2.5 82.5 low .273 0.40 RC2.5 89.1 low .260** 0.250 
RC3.1 67.5 medium .084 0.60 RC3.1 90.1 low .304** 0.143 
RC3.2 65 medium .118 0.40 RC3.2 69.3 medium .159 0.250 
RC3.3 57.5 medium .000 0.60 RC3.3 69.3 medium .151 0.112 
RC3.4 75 medium .324 0.60 RC3.4 81.2 low .178 0.364 
RC3.5 62.5 medium .246 0.60 RC3.5 82.2 low .346** 0.500 
RC3.6 62.5 medium  ,322** 060 RC3.6 83.2 low .370** 0.464 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Muslim minority Children: More specifically, the difficulty index for every item RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.3, RC1.4, 
RC1.5 of Activity 1 is presented shortly. For items RC1.1, RC1.3, RC1.5 the p-value index is 85%, 95%, 97,5% 
respectively, and is considered a low difficulty index (p-value %>80%)and is not acceptable. For items RC1.2 and 
RC1.4, the p-value is 72.5% and 65% is considered as medium  (20%<p-value %<80%) and is therefore acceptable. 
Furthermore, we observe the difficulty index for every item RC2.1, RC2.2, RC2.3, RC2.4 and RC2.5, which 
form Activity 2. For items RC2.1, RC2.4 the difficulty index p-value is 67.5% and 72.5% respectively and is  
considered medium (20%<p-value %<80%)and is therefore acceptable. Items RC2.2, RC2.3, and RC2.5 ,which 
have low difficulty index 85%, 80%, 82.5% (p-value %>80%)are not acceptable (Table 1). 
The presentation of the difficulty index follows for every item RC3.1,  RC3.2, RC3.3, RC3.4, RC3.5 and RC3.6 
which refer to Activity 3. They have a medium difficulty index of 67.5%, 65%, 57.5%, 77.5%, 75% and 62.5% 
respectively, (p-value %<80%) and is therefore acceptable (Table1). 
In the Classical Item Analysis, rbis index is investigated. An index, which relates two variables, one of which is 
continuous (such as scores on a test) and the other binary or dichotomous (such as pass/fail or native speaker/non-
native speaker) (Milanovic, 1999:146). 
More specifically, rbis index for every item RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.3, RC1.4, RC1.5, which compose Activity 1, is 
now presented. Rbis for RC1.3 and  RC1.5 is 0.219 and 0.153 respectively and proves insignificant correlation with 
the total performance of the students. Rbis for items RC1 and RC1.2 is 0.364 and 0.413 showing low correlation 
with the students’ total scores.  
Furthermore, we note index rbis for  items RC2.1, RC2.2, RC2.3, RC2.4, RC2.5 which make up  Activity 2 . 
Rbis  index for  RC2.3, RC2.4 and RC2.5 is 0.198, 0.280 and 0.273 respectively and demonstrates unimportant 
correlation with the total performance of the candidates. Rbis index for item RC2.2 is 0.303 showing low correlation 
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with the total performance of the test takers. Finally, only item RC2.1, which is 0.515, shows medium correlation 
with the total performance of the testees. 
Then we have items RC3.1, RC3.2, RC3.3, RC3, which belong to Activity 3, and  rbis index for every item is 
0.084, 0.118, 0.000 and 0.246 respectively and demonstrates insignificant correlation with the students’ total scores. 
What is remarkable is the zero section of rbis index for RC3.3. Finally, rbis index for  items RC3.4 and RC3.6 is 
0.324 and 0.322 respectively and expresses low correlation with the total performance of the candidates. 
The discrimination index D for every item RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.3, RC1.4, RC1.5 forming Activity 1 is then 
presented. The discrimination index for items RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.3, RC1.4, RC1.5 of Activity 1, is 0.40, 0.40,0.20, 
0.50 and 0.10 respectively. The index is positive for all items.(Table 1). The index of discrimination for items RC2.1, 
RC2.2, RC2.3, RC2.4 and RC2.5 of Activity 2, is 0.80, 0.40, 0.50, 0.80 and 0.40 respectively. The discrimination 
index for all items of Activity 2 is positive. (Table 1). 
The discrimination index for items RC3.1, RC3.2, RC3.3, RC3.4, RC3.5 and RC3.6 of Activity 3, is  0.40, 0.60, 
0.60, 0.60 and 060 respectively.The discrimination index for all the items of Activity 3 is positive. At this point we 
must mention that index of discrimination rates for items RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.4, RC1.5, RC2.1, RC2.2, RC2.3, 
RC2.4,  RC2.5, RC3.1, RC3.2, RC3.3, RC3.4, RC3.5 and RC3.6 respectively are D>0,30 and display high 
discrimination ability (Table 1). This means that high achieving Muslim students are to a great extent differentiated 
from low achieving Muslim students. Only the discrimination index of item RC1.3 is 0.20, that is D<30 and does 
not seem to differentiate adequately ‘good’ from ‘bad’ Muslim students. 
Index D rates range from  0< D<30. Although they are acceptable they do not demonstrate that these specific 
items differentiate adequately high scoring from low scoring groups of candidates, especially when p value index 
rates have been characterized as medium. Items with medium difficulty rate and D rates from 0 to 30, that is a 
medium discrimination D index possibly need to be reviewed, while items with low p value and low D index, 
ranging from 0< D<3 are acceptable. 
Greek – speaking children: The difficulty index for every item RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.3, RC1.4, RC1.5 ,which 
constitutes  Activity 1, is also presented on the table. For items RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.3, RC1.4, RC1.5 p-value 
difficulty index is 97%, 91.1%, 96%, 89.1%, 98% respectively, is considered as a low difficulty index  (p-
value %>80%) and is not acceptable. Then the difficulty index for items RC2.1, RC2.2, RC2.3, RC2.4 and RC2.5 
are displayed, which belong to Activity 2. For items RC2.1, RC2.2, RC2.3, RC2.4, RC2.5 the difficulty index p-
value is  83.2%, 87.1%, 89.1%, 87.1%, 89.1% respectively, it is  regarded as low difficulty index (p-value %>80%) 
and is not acceptable. 
Furthermore, we have the difficulty index for items RC3.1, RC3.2, RC3.3, RC3.4, RC3.5 and RC3.6, which refer 
to Activity 3. Items RC3.2, RC3.3, referring to Activity 3 have a medium difficulty index 69.3%, and 69.3%. Items 
RC3.1, RC3.4, RC3.5 and RC3.6, which have a low difficulty index 90.1%, 81.2%, 82.2% and 83.2% respectively, 
since p-value %>80% are not acceptable  (Table 1). 
Besides, rbis index for items RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.3, RC1.4, RC1.5 of Activity 1 is demonstrated. 
Rbis index for RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.3, RC1.4, RC1.5  is 0.135, 0.191, 0.166, 0.293 and 0.145 and suggests the 
lack of linear correlation of pre-mentioned items with the candidates’ total scoring.  
Then rbis for items RC2.1, RC2.2, RC2.3, RC2.4, RC2.5 of Activity 2 are presented. 
Rbis index for RC2.5 is 0.260 and shows insignificant correlation with the students’ total scoring. Index  rbis for 
items RC2.1, RC2.2, RC2.3, RC2.4 is 0.374, 0.340, 0.309, 0.397 displaying low correlation with the total 
performance of the test takers. 
Then, rbis index for items RC3.1, RC3.2, RC3.3, RC3.4, RC3.5 and RC3.6 referring to Activity 3 is presented. 
For items RC3.2, RC3.3, RC3.4 of Activity 3, rbis index for every item is 0.159, 0.151 and 0.178 respectively and 
shows unimportant correlation with the candidates’ total scoring. Finally, rbis index of items RC3.1, RC3.5 and 
RC3.6 is 0.304, 0.346 and 0.370 respectively and demonstrates low correlation with the total performance of the 
students. 
Discrimination index D for items RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.3, RC1.4, RC1.5 of Activity 1 is afterward displayed. The 
index of discrimination D for items RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.3, RC1.4, RC1.5 of Activity 1, is 0.107, 0.214, 0.071, 0.250 
and 0.071 respectively. The index of discrimination D is positive for all items (Table 1). 
The index of discrimination D for items RC3.1, RC3.2, RC3.3, RC3.4, RC3.5 and RC3.6 of Activity 3, is 0.143, 
0.250, 0.112, 0.364, 0.500 and 0.464 respectively. The index of discrimination for all Activity 3 items is positive. At 
this point we need to mention that the index of discrimination D rates for items RC2.1, RC2.2, RC2.4, RC3.4, RC3.5 
and RC3.6 are D>0,30 and show high discriminating ability (Table 1). This means that low scoring from high 
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scoring Greek speaking children are to a great extent discriminated. On the contrary, index of discrimination D rates 
for items RC1.1, RC1.2, RC1.3, RC1.4, RC1.5, RC3.1, RC3.2,  is 0.20, namely D<30 and does not show 
satisfactory differentiation between low achieving and high achieving Greek speaking students. 
A stepwise regression analysis was performed having as a dependent variable the total scoring of the 141 
students who participated in the research, and as independent variables item difficulties, learning ability 
corresponding to and the cultural background of the students. The model which resulted can explain 80.9% 
(R2=0.80.9) of the dispersion in the dependent variable. The equation of the regression is 
Achievement=173.631Item_Difficulty+120.308Learning_Ability+101.006Cultural_Background+201.676. 
 
4. Conclusions 
 
In the present research paper the role of difficulty, facility and discriminating ability of the items of part of the 
Reading Comprehension of the KPG State Certificate in Language Proficiency Level A was examined. In the survey 
141 students participated in total, 101 were Greek-speaking children and 40 were Turkish-speaking children of the 
Muslim minority of Greece. The results showed that Greek – speaking children are differentiated from Turkish 
speaking children. The success rates of the Greek-speaking children are higher than the rates of the Turkish-
speaking children of the Muslim minority of Greece for all items of all three Activities. More specifically, the 
research findings demonstrated that for Activity 1 RC1.1, RC1.3 and RC1.5 were very easy for them because 
success rates in those are higher than 80%. And only RC1.1, RC1.2 and RC1.5 had an acceptable index of 
discrimination. Items RC2.2, RC2.3 and RC2.5 of Activity 2 have difficulty cut off points not acceptable, based on 
the success rates of the Turkish-speaking children of the Muslim minority of Greece. However, all Activity 2 items 
can differentiate low scoring from high scoring candidates. Activity 3 is a very good activity from the point of view 
of difficulty limits of all items and of their discriminating ability. These items have an acceptable index of difficulty, 
and differentiate low achieving from high achieving testees. On the other hand, all items of Activity 1 are very easy 
for the Greek speaking students. Moreover they do not differentiate good from bad students. Also, all Activity 2 
items are very easy for Greek speaking students; still RC2.1, RC2.2 and RC2.4 differentiate good from bad students. 
From Activity 3 only items RC3.2 and RC3.3 are of medium and therefore acceptable difficulty but RC3.4, RC3.5 
and RC3.6 are those that differentiate the students. Consequently, there are items in all three activities, which must 
be revised so that difficulty and discrimination criteria are met. Further research is very important both of new and 
larger samples and of other language or ethnic groups. Item Analysis is of great importance in these language 
examination batteries which lead to certification so as the difficulty cut off point, the discriminating ability of the 
items and the distracter role in the multiple choice exercises is assured. Besides, the validity and reliability control of 
this language test is also crucial. Only after a thorough control of the above mentioned issues should language 
examinations be launched, so that they are the suitable and objective tools to control specific levels of language 
proficiency, and so that their difficulty is not differentiated from one year to the next. 
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